
  

 

 
 

 
December 5, 2011 
 
Robert Anderson, PhD 
Chair, Academic Council 
Academic Senate, University of California 
1111 Franklin St., 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA   94607-5200 
 
Re:  Proposed Changes to APM 670 (Health Sciences Compensation 

Plan) and Proposed New APM 668 (Negotiated Salary Program) 
 
Dear Chair Anderson: 
 
As requested, the San Francisco Division has reviewed the proposed 
changes to APM 670 (Health Sciences Compensation Plan or HSCP) 
and the proposed new APM 668 (Negotiated Salary Program or NSP). 
The Division review included discussion among seven committees and 
faculty councils including Academic Planning and Budget (APB), 
Academic Personnel (CAP), Faculty Welfare (CFW), and the Faculty 
Councils of the Schools of Dentistry (SOD FC), Medicine (SOM FC), 
Nursing (SON FC) and Pharmacy (SOP FC). Their responses are 
incorporated in the summaries below. In addition, we have reviewed the 
UCSF Academic Affairs responses submitted on November 18, 2011 to 
Susan Carlson, Vice Provost, Academic Personnel. We concur with their 
recommended revisions, some of which are referenced here. 
 
Proposed Modifications to APM 670 – Health Sciences 
Compensation Plan (HSCP) 
 
Responsibility (revised APM 670-6)  
The responsibility of the Academic Senate in HSCP oversight is specified 
in the following sections of the revised text: 

 
1. Revised APM 670-6 b: Review and comment by appropriate 

Division Academic Senate committees as part of the 
Chancellor’s oversight of implementing and monitoring school 
Implementing Procedures. 
 

2. Revised APM 670-6 c: “The President shall consult with the 
appropriate Academic Senate committee(s) concerning revisions 
of this Plan. The appropriate division of the Academic Senate 
and other committee(s) shall be provided the opportunity to 
review and comment on any proposed exceptions to school 
implementing Procedures which the Chancellor intends to submit 
to the President or President’s designee for review.” 

 
The San Francisco Division supports these opportunities for Academic 
Senate review and comment. However, we are concerned that HSCP  
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faculty would not be sufficiently represented on school-specific Advisory Committees (revised APM 670-6 
d) and recommends that the sentence, “No more than fifty percent of the voting members may be 
appointed by the Dean.”, should be replaced with, “The majority of the voting members will be appointed 
by members of the Plan and the remainder of the members will be appointed by the Dean. All faculty 
series in that School’s Health Sciences Compensation Plan should be represented on the Committee and 
all voting members of the Committee must have a faculty appointment.” (in concurrence with the UCSF 
Academic Affairs recommendation).  
 
Furthermore, we recommend that changes to HSCP Implementation Plans should be subject to a review 
and vote by the members of that specific HSCP (i.e. as administered by an individual department or 
school) rather than merely receiving a report from the Advisory Committee as currently described in 
revised APM 670-6 d 4. 
 
Good Standing Criteria (revised APM 670-10) 
Members of our Division found the following statement to be troublesome, “Reasons for loss of Good 
Standing might include, for example, instances of misconduct, inability to generate salary support, refusal 
to participate in assigned duties, failure to participate in mandatory training, loss of clinical privileges, or 
loss of licensure and/or credentials." Based on this sentence, faculty could potentially not be in Good 
Standing due to circumstances over which they have no control, despite "performing the duties assigned 
at the time of hire, as well as reasonable new duties assigned by the department.” We do not feel that 
faculty should be prohibited from earning outside income if they are performing their jobs satisfactorily. 
 We would recommend that the "inability to generate salary support" be deleted from the above 
statement. 

Off-Scale Salaries (revised APM 670-18 a) 
In agreement with UCSF Academic Affairs, we reiterate that off-scale salaries are inconsistent with the 
intention of the Health Sciences Compensation Plan and recommend that revised APM 670-18 state, 
“Off-scale salaries are not permitted.” to replace the sentence, “Generally, off-scale salaries are not 
awarded.” 

 
Academic Programmatic Units (APU) (revised APM 670-18 b 2) 
Supporting UCSF Academic Affairs’ recommendation for revised APM 670-18 b 2 b, we concur that the 
minimum number of members of an Academic Program Unit should be three instead of five. This will help 
smaller departments at UCSF which have fewer than ten faculty members.  
 
In revised APM 670-18 b 2 d, we recommend removing the word “typically” so that the final sentence 
states “An APU moves down no more than one scale at a time.” 
 
Categories of Income from Occasional Outside Activities Which May Be Retained (revised APM 
670-19 b)  
We recommend that the schools and/or departments should have flexibility to allow their faculty to 
engage in outside activities to maintain professional licensure and/or accreditation. By definition, those 
activities will coincide with the expertise for which they are employed at the University of California. Not all 
skills may be practiced within the UC System and may need to be maintained in contexts outside the 
University of California. We recommend that department chairs have the authority to approve external 
professional employment agreements, as necessary, and that all such agreements be subject to review 
by the Dean of the school.  
 
The School of Nursing Faculty Council recommends adding the following language as APM 670-19 b 7: 
“Through an agreement between the faculty member and department chair (approved by the Dean) which 
permits no greater than x hours [to be set by the most restrictive of credentialing requirements] of clinical 
practice outside of the University setting.  In no case will Plan participants be allowed to retain income 
from patient care activities outside of these agreements.”  
 
In addition, we recommend that HSCP faculty who are employed at less than 100%, individual schools 
and/or departments should be allowed to determine the types of activities in which their faculty members 
may engage outside UC. 
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Compensation Limit on Occasional Outside Professional Activities (revised APM 670 Appendix B 
3 d 2) 
We support raising the compensation limit to $40,000 per year, but do not support the alternate limit of 
20% of an individual’s HSCP salary scale per year, in agreement with UCSF Academic Affairs. We 
recommend the removal of the phrase, “… or 20 percent of the Health Sciences Compensation Plan 
Salary Scale for an individual faculty member’s rank, step and APU, whichever is greater.” 
 
At UCSF, there has been some confusion and inconsistency regarding the treatment of the income that 
falls within the compensation limit for outside professional activities. We therefore recommend that APM 
670 Appendix B include a specific statement that the faculty member "is entitled to keep the entire 
amount of this compensation up to the stated limit without Dean or Department taxes”. 
 
We support adjusting the approval threshold in accordance with the California Consumer Price Index. 
However, “adjusting for inflation on a periodic basis” could be left open for interpretation about how long 
the period should be. We recommend that the period should be four years and that the phrase “on a 
periodic basis” should be replaced with “every four years”. 
 
Furthermore, we understand that in the future Appendix B may be removed from revised APM 670 and 
added to APM 025. We support a revision of APM 025 and concur with our UCSF Academic Affairs 
colleagues that until APM 025 is revised, the text currently in revised APM 670 should remain.  
 
Proposed New APM 668 – Negotiated Salary Program 
The Division supports the creation of a Negotiated Salary Program for faculty appointed outside of Health 
Sciences Schools with the caveat that the proposed language should be revised to specify that the NSP 
would not be available for faculty whose primary appointment is in a Health Science School, whether they 
are HSCP members or not. 
 
Furthermore, the footnote on the first page of the supporting document says “General Campus faculty 
refers to faculty who are not in the Health Sciences and not covered by the University’s Health Sciences 
Compensation Plan.” We agree with UCSF Academic Affairs that this should be revised to reflect that 
some departments at UCSF (e.g. Biochemistry) are in a Health Sciences School, even though on most 
UC campuses this would not be considered a “Health Sciences” department. 
 
We recommend that all NSP provisions should be equitable with those of the Health Sciences 
Compensation Plan, providing no more or fewer benefits for different groups of faculty across the UC 
System. For example, if the University establishes an Employer/Employee matching contribution to the 
Defined Contribution Program for NSP faculty, it should also be extended to HSCP faculty. 
 
Finally, we reiterate the correction noted by UCSF Academic Affairs, for the response for Question 6 of 
the supporting document. It incorrectly states, “The HSCP demands that all faculty in a participating 
school take part, on the assumption that they are all taking part in duties that include generation of 
external funds (clinical funds, grants and contracts, consulting, etc.).” At UCSF, faculty who are appointed 
in a HSCP School at 50% of full time or less are not HSCP members per APM 675 014 a “Individuals in 
health sciences schools, disciplines or specialties … shall be members of this Plan if they hold a 
University appointment at greater than 50 percent of full time.” 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on these proposed changes. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Robert Newcomer, PhD, Chair 
San Francisco Division of the Academic Senate 


